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I THE PRbGRAM

Overview

The Children's Art Carnival Creative.Reading Program, a

motivational program through the'Medium of art which was on its

second year of Title I funding. in 197546, was designed to

service 210Title I eligible children in gthdes 2 to 5 who were

at least one grade below in reading. The Program was offered in

two iridependent 18 week sessions, each servicing three groups

of approximately 35 children from six participating schools;

P.S.98M, P.S.161M, and P.S.126BX in 'Fall 1975 and P.S.8BK;

P.S.132M, and P.S.161M inSpring 1976. The children attendpd-

workshops at the Art Carnival for bne hour on Tuesdays and"

Thursdays and received 45 minutes of reading instruction from
-

the reading specialists at the school site on two other days of

the week. Each child secured a total of 210 minutes per week of

instruction. The basic goal of the Program was to help the

children achieve mastery of selected" instructional objectives

based on individually diagnosed reading-needs, whiCh-they failed

prior to instruction, as measured by a battery of criterion-
,

referenced tests, the McGraw Hill: ?regcriptive.ReaAing

Inventory (PRI).
k

Instructional%A.ctivitia

..

The. ehildren's Art Carnival provided a highly individualized

reading program related to each child's developmental pattern as

evidenced in the art workshops. The Children .involtied in the

expressive process of the arts;i.e.,printmaking, puppdtry, ceramics,

1



painting, and animated films, were_motivated.and confident in

seeking to communicate and inebsorbing information from the

01

written word.'The reading and art activities were designed to

AIL
reinforde experiences at the,Art Carnival: and at the school site.

Instruction was sequential and Was flexibly scheduled individually

to meet each child's needi as 171easured by,the

yo.01

Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI).

The Staff

The eight (8) member program staff consisted of a coordinator,

two reading specialists, and five_artit-teachers.

St

The full7time coordinator organized pre-planned taff orientation;

supervised and observed Title'I sonnel,6ordinated workshops,-open

qr house activities, and staff meetings; related,,thegTo ram to the

Parent Advisory-Council; and cdordinated Areas.appropriate to

the administration of,the PrograM-at the Children's Art Carnival

which is located at9. Hamilton Terradt in Central Harlem.

The reading specil?'-ts worked tw,, days a wetk at the Art

Carnival and three dty wck at the school cites. At the Carnival,

they encouraged the prpils to choose art,activities suited to their

needs; assisted the pupils in writing poems, -scripts,_Charact4

-

descriptions, and plays4elicited from IpLediate eNperiences atthe
1

workshops and frcm selected materials at the Art Carnival Story Room

(Center Library); developed and ftepared teaching materials; maintained

.

on-going records of pupils' progress; and assAsted artist-teachers in

integrating art-to-language communication skills. -At the school sites,'; ,

e
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they were actively involved in the implementation of various teaching

procedures and held consultations with teachers, oounselors,

assistant principals, and parents.

The artist-teachers, who are specialis.ts in'prifit=-making, puppetry,

painting, film-making, and ceramics, taught 3 one holir workshops' 2./davs a

week. They prepared andcleaned the workshops, noted developments as

each child became involved in activities, developed Vocabulary and

comprehension skills in cooperation with the reading speOialists, and

participated in weekly psychological-staff neetings.J

Program Participants

. -

Two hundred and ten (210) Title I eligible children readinvone or

more years below their grade 1.tvel were selected to participate in the

I-

Program. There were 35 grade 3 pupils at P.S.161M, 35 grade,4 pupils at

P.S.98M, and 35 grade 4 pupils at P.S.126BX in Fall 1975; and 35 grade

5 pupils at P.S.132M, 35 grade 5 pupils at P.S.161M, and 35 gradeS.2

\.through 5 at P.S.8BK in Spring 1976. Thin represents one hundred

percent (100%) impleneut-"..on of the Program during the school year

1975-76.

II EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Pro,,7am Ob'e-tivo

The basic objective of the Program was to help puPils achieve '4

mastery of instruL!tional objectives in reading which they fail prior

to instruction as measured by the criterion-referenced test, the

McGraw Hill: Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI) within the

eighteen (13) week session.

3

7



Program Objectives, Instruments, and Methodolocw

The objectives, instruments,and methodology are quoted from

the July 1975 Evaluation Design prepared by the Office of

Educational Evaluation. 1

Evaluation Objective #1: To deternine if, as a result of parti-
cipating in the program, 70 percent of the pupils master at
least three instructional objectives which prior to the program
they did not master.

Instruments and Methods. All participants will be administered,
as a pretest, selected criterion-referenced tests from the PRI to
ascertain individual instructional objectives for each pupil. For
.each instructional objective diagnosed as requiring renediation,
as deternined by pretest failure, a post-test Nill be adminis-
tered on an individual basis after an appropriate interval of
instruction. For each instructional objective, results of passing
and failing in both the pretest and post-test will be recorded:
on the Class Evaluation Record (C.E.R.).

Data will be analyzed and presented in tabular form ascertain-
ing the percentage of participants demonstrating mastery or non-
mastery of each instructional objective (according to the State
Education Department's classification system) at initial testing
and final testing.

Instrument: The McCraw Hill-Prescriptive Reading Inventory
(PRI) is designed to (!iagnose the readinv behavior of individual
students and to provide informatim thnt cnn ba used to reinforce,
remediate, or suppleen 'aeir reading development2

As a battery of cri~drior,-.refrenced the PRI evaluates
each student's nastr.-:y of st.lecce objectl:%1:. nansly; (1) recogni-
tion of sound and symbol, (2)phoni.: aL%iysis, (3)stvictural
analysis, (4)translation, (5)literal comprehe7.sion, (6)int,2rpretive
ccrprehension, r,nd (7)critical comprehension.:1

1U:7.1:Liam Roth. C-1-2.ren's Art Carnival, Evaluation Design, B/E
#09-69635 Brooklyn, N.Y.:Office of Educational EValuation.1975;

2McGraw Eill:Prescripttve Reading Inventory Examiner's Manual
California: CIL/McGraw Hill. 1972.

31cGraw Hill: Prescriptive Reading Irventory Individual Diagnostic
'Plaa. California: CTB/McGraw Hill, 1974.

4



Evaluation Oblective #2: To deterrdne, as a result of

rt-Scipation in the program the extent to which. pupils demonstrate

stery of instructional objectives.

lastruments and Methods. The PRI instrumentation and.

7ocedures for pretesting and post-testing are exactly the same

the implementation of Evaluation Objective #1.

Data will be analyzed and presented in narrative and

Ibulair form to ascertain each of the follmaing:

) The distribution of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery

prior to instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction

to receive the post-test.

) The distribution of pupils demonstrating mastery of objectives

prior to instruction.

Ihe distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction

tw instructional objectives.

)) The distribution of the number of objectives mastered as a

result of instruction.

0 The distribution of percentage of pupils achieving various

levels of mastery of instructional objectives.

Evaluation Objective #3: T. determine the extent to which

the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the program

as described in the PrJject Fropos-A..

Methods. A con trativ escriive anysis based upon

on-Pite visits and into.. with staff and 7upils conducted by

the _valuator-consultant Lonc:idered in (11-.:7.7ininr, mrlif discrepancies

between the prci,.!ct -,,roc.-,sal and he proctrn.7.1 :iaplementation.

Selction of Porticinf!nts

/
i

The variales consi.Jered in the selection of the participating
,
upUs attendiTtg 7.ille I school3 were the results of the Metropolitan

Ad4ievement Test (New York Reading Test); recommendations of teachers,

guidance counselors, principals, and parents; and the willingness

of the classroomteacher to travel with the pupils to the Art

Carnival.

5
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Data Collection

The P3.I pre/ post tests were administered to the 1975 Fall

Sesior participating pupils during the week of September 29, 1975

und the week of January 12, 1976. The PRI pre/ post tests were

administered to the 1976 Spring Session participating pupils

during the week of February 2, 1976 and during the week of May

17, 1976.

The evaluator-consultant completed three half-day visits

at the Art Caxnival on October 7, November 18, and December 16, 1975.

There were whole day sets of visits at P.S. 98 and 126 on December

5, 1975; at P.S.8 and P.S.161 on March 24, 1976; and at P.S. 8 and

P.S.132 on March 26, 1976. Tnformation about the various activities

and responsibilities of the staff were gathered through interviews,

conferences, and perusal of records on September 30, 1975, October

1975 and May 28, 1976. A review of the Evaluation Report for

the School Year 1974-75 gave the evaluator-consultant an insight

into the first year of o: -,tion of the i,:ogram.
1

LimiLttion Imposecl on Eva1.Ltcn .cedures

It should be uoted that the Program's 'Fail Session was for

ovcr a sixteen WO period instead of the originally planned

eLp.li.en week due to the city-wide .z.eachers' strike of

).Lember 1975,

1 Carolyn.N. Hedley. Creative Reading Program at the Children's Art
Carn1,7al. Title I VE Function #09-59635. Brooklyn, New
YorK: Office of Educational Evaluation. 1974-75.
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III FINDINGS

The specific observations and findings presented in this

section are based on test results, on-site visits to participat-

ing schools and the Childrens Art Carnival, and interviews

and conferences with the staff and collaborative personnel.

Findings

Evaluation Objective # 1: To determine if, as a result of
participating in the program, 70% of the pupils master at least
three instructional objectives which prior to the program they
did not master.

Table 1 presents the "head" count of students who mastered

the PRI instructional objectives as indicated in the (7s

Evaluation Records (CER).

Table 1

Number end Percentage of Participants Demonstrating Mastery
of Instructional Obiectives After Instructl.on, 1975-76

Number of Objectives
Mastered

No. of
T!upils

Percentage
of Pupils

Grade 3 (N=34)
Fall 1975 0-2 5 15%

3-16 99 35%
11-16 0 0%

Grade 4 (N,-,62)

Fall 1975 0-2 12 20%
50 80%

11-20 0 0%
G7JdP.S 2 & 3 (N,,24)

Spriar, 1976 0-2 1 4%
3-11 23 96%

12-16 0 0%
Grade 4 & 5 (N=73)
Spring 1(.376 0-2 7 3%

3-10 71 97%
11-20 0 0%



During the Fall session, 34 Grade 3 and 62 Grade 4 pupils,

a total of 96 children attended workshops at the Art Carnival

and received reading instruction from the reading specialists.

Eighty-fivi. (85%) of the Grade 3 and 80% of the Grade 4 par-

ticipating pupils mastered more than three PRI instructional

objectives.

During the Spring session, 19 Grade 2 and 5 Grade 3 pupils

and 4 Grade 4 and 69 Grade 5 pupils, a total of 97 pupils attended

the workshops at the Art Carnival and received reading instructicn

from the reading specialists at the school-sites, Ninety-six (96%)

.of Grades 2 and 3 pupils and 97% of the Grades 4 and 5 pupils

mastered more than three PRI instructional objectives.

The findino:s indicate that evaluation objective #1 has been

achieved for more than 70% of the pupils mastered more than three

instructional objectives which pzior to the program they did not

master.
4,

Evaluation Objectiv #2: To determine, as a reSult of parti7.
eipation in the program t.?. extent to which pupils demonstrate
mastery of instructional objecti.iss.

It was noted that the SED classification is too broad for

the_ I instrt-Itional objectives which are definitive. The PRI

obctives lose their specificity and itlentity in the broad context

of the SED classification, e.g.: 21C7 SO which is the code for

"vowels: more than one letter" is supposed to include four PRI

objectives, namely; gilent vowel,l, variant vowels-sounds v,

variant vowels-sounds r controlled, and phonetic parts-variant



sounds. It should also be noted that five Grade 5 pupils were

additionally tested with PRI level C because they indicated

mastery of some objectives beyond PRI level B.

It is further noted that MIR Table 13 does not allow for

entry of the number of-students in an individualized reading

program who failed in the pre-test and were given instruction

and the number of pupils who failed in the pre-test and were

not given instruction. The data from 4IR Table 13 does not give

a precise indication of the effectiveness of an individualized

instrUctional program. Data analyses of MIR Table 13 would

not cros:,-check with Table 2C which indicates the distribution

of pupil mastery by instructional objectives as a result of

inatruction.

Table 2 A shows the distribution of 7:upi1 non-mastery on

pre-test and no posttest follow-up. The dn.ta indicate that:

1.

2.

3.

Among the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 rupils-
50Z failed 9 to 12 PPI objoetives,
35% failed !: 8 PRI objecfAves,
12% failed 13 to 16 PRI otjectives, and
3% failed 0 to 4 P1.1 objectiveF,

Amoni; the 24 Grades 2 and 3, S;11-in(z

37/ failed 9 to 12 PRI objective3,
177. failed 5 to 8 objectives,
4P, failed 13 to 1.6 PRI objectives,.and
OZ failud 0 to 4 .:,bjectives.

Amonc the (.;.r.:,g.e 4, rill 1075 pupils-
to,/ failed 13 to 16 objectives,
32% failed 17 ;() 20 PRI oUjectives,

21% failed 9 to 12 objectives,
7% failed 5 to 8 objectives, and
0% failed 0 to 4 PRI objectives.

9



4, Anong the 73 Grades 4 and 5 Spring, 1976 pupi1s-
18 Z failed 13 to 16 PRI objectives,
117, failed 17 to 20 PRI objectives,
33% failed 9 to 12 PRI objectives,
337 failed 5 to 8 PRI objectives, and
50/ failed 0 to 4 P1II objectives.

Table 213 shows the distribution of puoil mastery of instruc-

tional objectives prior to instruction. The data indicate that:

1. Anong the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 ?upils-
537, nnstered 267, to 507 of the 16 PRI objectives
26% mastered 51% to 757 of the 16 PRI objectives,
717 nastered 0Z to 25 'Z. nf the 16 PRI objectives, and
07 nastered 76% to 1007-

2. Among the 62 Crnde 4, F111 1975 pupils-
407 mastered 267 to 50% of the 20 PRI objectives.
15Z mastere7! 51Z to 757 of the 2n PRI objectives.
457 mastered 07 to 257 of the 20 PRI objectives, nnd
n7, mnstered 767, to lnnx of the 20 PRI objectives.

3. iimong thu 24 Grades 2 nnd 3, Spring 1276 puoils-
347 mastered 26% to 50% nf the 1() Prq objectives,
17" msstered 517 t-) 757 of tbe 16 PP.I objectives,
497, mastered 07 to 257 of the 16 mu objectives, nnd
07 nastere:1. 767 to 1097.

4. Amon; the 73 Gra,1..::s 4 and 5, Spring 1)76 rupils-
y7 nasnrel 267 to 51;' of the 2n PRI objectives,
467. mnstered 51Z to 757 of the 20 PRI objectives,
1q7 mnstred n7 to 257 or. the 20 PP.I objectives,

67 masture 7'1;". to Inrq of the 20 rai objectivos.

Table 2 C sho-s t', 'istributi-m et 'moll nnstery instruc-

ti,n-1 objective is r.suLt -f instruction. The data indicited that:

1. There wis linstery of oljectives nmom; thu (rade 1, Fnll 1275

-uolig; 1127 for 2102 'n 24. 2 '1117 for 23°4 and 24°1, 92/ for 2104,

for 24°6, WI! for 23, for 2106, 797 for 24°8, 757 for 2205

1-,(1 2413, (.97 for 2611, r)77 for 24°4, f,47 for 21fl7, 6"7 for 24°),

anl 4°' for 215.

2. Thr was mist !ry of -''jectiv.s rlflcal'' the Gra°.e 4, r,111 1'75 -,upils;

1°17 for 2313 lnd /412, 24/ for 24'6, ":17 fl.r 21°1, Wr for 211n,

XV for 2215, V)/ f,r 23°5, 73/ flr Y'1, (.77 F--q- 21M, and 2314,

'YZ Cr 21A, 5°' 1)r 21',7, 537 for 21°2 niv1 2104, 5"/ For 22°6



and 2404, 45% for 2411, and 0% for 2403, 2403, and 2409.

3. There was mastery of objectives amon,; the Grades 2 and 3, Spring

1976 pupils; 100Z for 2304, 94% for 2401, 37% for 2107, 86Z for

2406 and 2412, 82Z for 2106 and 2411, 737:for 2205, 71% for 2404,

707 for 2102, 67% for 2105 and 2303, 65% for 2403, 56% for 2104,

53% for 2408, and 37Z fer 2409.

4. There was mastery of objectives among the Grades 4 and 5, Spring

1976 pupils; 100% for 2101 and 2303, 96% for 2110, 95% for 2205,

92Z for 2107, 91% for 2305, 397 for 2102 and 2104, 377 for

2304 and 2434, 85% for 2412. 83% for 2409, SO% for 2106, 75% for

2401, 727 for 2206, 70 for 2403, 6 41'7, for 2406, 61% for 2411,

60Z for 2408, 557 for 910q,

Table 2 D shows the distribution of the number of instructional

objectives mastered after instruction. The data indicate that:

1. ArionF, the 34 Grade 3, F111 1975 pupils;

32% mastered 3 to 4 objectives and 5 to 6 objectives, 15%

mastered 7 to 8 ,z:br;Qctives, 127, mstered 1 to 2 objectives,

6 7 mastered ) to 10 obje,-.Lives, and 32 mastered 0 objectives.

2. Among the 62 Grade 4, Fall 1)75 pupils;

327 nastered 5 to 6 objectives, 277 mastered 3 to 4 objectives,

187 mastere.! 7 to 8 Wjectives, 157 mastered 1 to 2 objectives,

3/ mastered 9 to 10 objectives, and 57. mastered 0 objectives.

3. Amc,11:7 the 24 Crades 2 and 3, Spring 1076 pupils;

IR mastered 7 to 8 objectivs, 34./. mastered 5 to 6 objectives,

127 --1,!stered 9 to 10 objectives, Z mastered 3 to 4 objectives,

am! 4/ r..astere,I 1 to 3 c,hjectives H.
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TABLE 2 A

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POSTTEST
FOLLOW-UP, 1975-76

No. of Instructional No. of Pupils Percentage of Pupils
Objectives Failed Who Failed Who Failed

Grade 3 (N=34)
Fal:. 1975

13-16 4 12%
9-12 17 50%
5-8 12 35%
0-4 1 3Z

Grade 4 (N=61.;)

Fall 1975
17-20
13-16
9-12
5- 8
0- 4

20

25

13

4

0

32Z
40%
21%
7:

0%

Grades 2 & 3 (N=24)
Spring 1976

13-16 11 46%
9-12 9 37%
5- 3 4 17%
0-4 0 0%

Grades 4 & 5 (N=73)

Spring 1976
17-20 8 11Z
13-16 13 11
9-12 24 31

5- 6 24 33%

0-4 4 5Z

12
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TABLE 2 B

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES PRIOR

TO INSTRUCTION, 1975-76

Percentage of Mastery Number of Percentage

of Instructional Objectives Pupils of Pupils

Grade 3, Fall 1975
(N=34)

76 - 100%

51 - 75%

26 - 50%
0 - 25%

(13-16)

( 9-12)

( 5- 8)
( 0- 4)

0

9

18

7

0%
26%
53%

21%

Grade 4, Fall 1976
(N=62)

76 - 100% (16-2) 0 07,

51 - 757 (11-15) 9 15Z

26 - 50% ( 6-1) 25 407

0 - 25Z ( 0- 5) 28 45%

Grades 2 & 3, Spring 1976
(N=24)

7G - 10(V, (13-16) 0 0%

51 - 757 ( 9-12) 4 17Z

25 - 5!)7 ( 5- 8) QQ 34%

0 - LY ( 0- 4) l'? 49Z

Grrde:; 4 & 5, Spring 1976

("=73)
76 - 1007 (16-20) 4 67

51 - 757 (1115) 34 467

26 - 50Z ( 6-1)) 22 307

0 - 25; ( 0- 5) 13 10%

3.3
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TABLE 2 C

ntsTRIBUTIoN OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIMAL OBJECTIVE AS A
RESULT OF INSTRVCTION, 1975-76

Instruct)onal Ratio of # Pupils Achieving/ Percentage
# Pu ils Attom tinc Master of Master

Grade 3

pall 1975 2102 07/07
2104 11/12
2105 04/10
2106 7L/22
210
2205 03/04
2303 05/06
2304 15/16
2401 16/17
2403 12/15
2604 04/06

, 2406 17/20
2403 15/19
2409 06/10
2411 11/16
2412 14/14

100%
92%
40%
82%
(.4%

75;;

33%
94%
94%
75%
67%
85%
79%
60%
69%

100%

Grade 4
p11 1975 2101 3r,/40 907

2102 10/10 53%
2104 10:19 5:70

2106 7f:/57 6670

2107 25/42 5970

2109 01/03 67%
2110 27/33 02%
220 flYq10 80%
2206 v3/06 50%
2303 02/(.'2 100%
23C4 22/33 67%
2305 15/19 79%
201 Og/11 73%
2403 00/01 0%
2!!04 15;30 507.

2406 48/51 9470

2603 00/00 0%

2609 00/00 OZ
2411 19;42 45%
2Y1.2 01/01 100%

14

.1)



%

TABLE 2 C (continued).

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A-
RESULT OF INSTRUCTION, 1975-76

Instructional Ratio of I! Pupils Achieving/ Percentage

Objectives # Pupils Attehpting Mastery of Mastery

Grades 2 & 3
Spring 1976

,

2102 07/10 70%

2104 09/16

2105 08112 67%

2106 14/17 82%

2107 ,..
13/15 87%

2205 08/11 73%

2303 06/09 67%

'7304 -07/07 100%

2401 15/16 947

2493 11/17 65%

2404 05/07 71%

2406 19/22_., 867

2408 03!/157} 537

2409 03/03- 37%
2411 09/11 82%

2412 19/22 86%

Grades 4 & 5
Spring 1976

2101 30/30 100%

2102 25/28. - 89%
2104 25/23
2106 23/35 ,1-".- 80%

2107 44/.:. 92%

27_99 20/36 557

2110 22/23 , 96%
2205 19/20
2206 26 16 727,

2313 C6RA 190%
2304 07/08 87%

2305 21/21 917
2401 a6/08 757

9403 19/27 70Z

2404 14/]3.6 . 87Z

2406 32/47 68Z
2408 18/30 60Z
2409 15/13 83%

2411 ',19/31 617

2412 -:.;;3Q/39 857
t ;

,....--...,

,)
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TABLE 2 D

1,

DISTRIBUTION OF THE,NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL,OBJECTIVES MASTERED
AFTER INSTRUCTION, 1975-76-

'...

No. of Instructional- No. of Pupils: Percentage
Objectives Mastered of Pupils

de

Grade 3, Fall 1975
(N=34) A

0

1 - 2
3 - 4
5 - 6

b"

4

11
_ ,

11

i;Jk

-NL

7 - 8
_

5

9 -10 2 ,

11 -16 0

Grade 4, Fall 1975'
(N=62)

0 :- 3

1 - 2 9

3 - 4 17
20

-10
11,

2
it ;

11 -20,

Grades 2' & 3, Spring 1976 ....

(N=24).

0 0

1 - 2 /-14 1

3 - 2

5 8

7 - 9

9,-710 3

: 11 - 1

12 -20 0

5%

15%
27%
32%
13%
3%

.0%

Grrtde9 4 & ',-Spting 1976

frr 0 I) N OZ
,

1 - 2
3-4
5 - 6

, 7 - 8
9 -10

,
11 -20

2 3%)
9 12%

33 45%
23 32%
6 4%

0 0%
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TABLE 2 E

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING,VARIOUS LEVELS
OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES, 1975-76

Percentage of Mastery of
Instructional Objectivas
(# of Objectives Achieved/
# of Objectives Attempted)

No. of Pupils Percentage
of Pupils

Grade 3 - Fall 1975
(N=34) 90-100% 14 41%

80-89 % 4 11%
70-79 % 6 17%
60-69 % 3 8%
50-59 % 2 57
40-49 % 2 5%
30-39 % 3 8%
20-29 % 0 0%
10-19 % 0 0%
0- 9 % 2 5%

Grade 4 - Fall 1975
.

(N=62) 90-100% 22 347
80-89 % 11 18%
70-79 % 7 127,

60-69 Z ) 8 13%
:,-59 % 2 37,

40-49 % 0 0%
30-39 7 2 3%
20-29 Z 4 7%
10-19 % 4 7%

2 3%
Grades 2 & 3 - Spring 976

(N=24) 90-100% 347
GO-U'l 7 5 217
70-79 3 12%
60-69 7 5 21%
50-50 Z 1 47
40-4:1 7 1 47
30-39 % 1 4%
20-2 7 0 OZ
10-19 7 0

07,

0- 9 Z 0 0%
Gr-,Je 5 - Spring 1976

(N=73) 90-1037 26 36%
80-89 Z 23 32%
70-79 / 11 15%
60-69 % 6 87.

50-59 Z 2 37.

40-49 % 4 5%
20-39 % 0 0%
20-29 % 1 1%
1U-19 7 1 0%
0- 9 Z 0 0%
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4. Among the 73 Grades 4 and 5, Spring 1976 pupils; 45% mastered

5 to 6 objectives, 32% mastered 7 to 8 objectives, 12% mastered

3 to 4 objectives, 8% mastered 9 to 10 objectives, and 3%

mastered 1 to.2 objectives.

Table 2 E shows the distribution of percentage of pupils

achieving various levels of mastery of instructional objectives.

The data indicate that:

1. Among the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils, that 69% of the pupils

achieved 70% to 100% of objectives.

2. Among the 62 Grade 4, Fall 1975 pupils, 64% of the pupils

achieved 70Z to 100% mastery of objectives.

3. Among the 24 Grades 2 and 3, Spriai; l'..)76 pupils, 67% of the

pupils achieved 70% to 1007 nastcx of objectives.

4. Among the 73 Grades 4 and 5, Spring 1976 pupils, 83% of the

pupils achieved 70% to 100% mastery of objectives.

Evaluation Objective #3: To determine the extent to which
program, as actually carried out, clincido.d with the program
as described in the project proposal..

On-sitc visits and obServations, inrviews and conferences

with the staff and p:sonnel at the Childrens' Art C.Irnival and

at the participating schools revealed that the Program was

cerr;cd out as described in the Proposal. It was noted that:

- The project coordinator and the stLff were very supportive
of the Program.

- The job description of the staff differentiated reFpon-
ibilities of the personnel.

- The children appeared delighted to be in the Art Carnival

18



and enjoyed participating in all the activities.

- The children who were involved in the personally expressive
program progressed from a nou-participant to an active parti-
cipant in the workshopo and in small group activities.

- Absence of the children at the Art Carnival was nil and absence
at the small group meet .g was minimal.

- Creative work of the children were displayed. Child,:en produced

puppets, poems, stories, paintings, prints, pottery, and
animated films.

- The children worked on reading and communicaticw skill-
oriented activities in small groups at the school sites.
The activities were predicated on art experiences at the
Childrens' Art Carnival.

- There was pervasive staff interaction and high staff morale.
The enthusiasm was carried through by the participating class-
room teachers and the reading specialists into the classrooms.

- Library resources were tripled by donations from McGraw-Hill
and Random House Publishers and from the Museum of Modern Art.

- Instructinnal materials at the Art Carnival which were used
by the particpating pupils were partly funded by Title I
and by the Childrens' Art Carnival.

- Some district administrators had requested for school participation
in the program.

- There were excellent teaching mater;.als prepared by the reading

- Some school personnel did not seem to full understand the
goals and logistics n!= the program.

- A ;1..ent deal of internal evaluation WP.9 pc,rformed by the
cisc te_aehers and rea,!ing sTlecialists. They used logs and

vJ.deo-taoes to anrlyze teacher-pupil perforNances.

- Onc6'a' week, the staff of the program and the Staff of psycho-
logists from the City University of New York met to discuss
the childrens' problems, growth, and development.

There was a Jiscrepancy between the F,,rade levels desig-

natd in the Proposal and implemented in the Program. The
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Proposal designated participant% from target schools; P.S.

8, C.S.77, S.98, P.S.123, and P.S.186. The Program was

implemented at-%S.8, P.S.93, P.S.126, 1.S.132, and P:S.161.

The severe budget reduCtions had resulted in a-large scalel

reorganization of schools and classrooms, to which the Program

had to adapt. The total budget for the school year 1975-76

including direct costs was $100,100.00. This represented a per

pupil cost of $491.00 in Fell 1375 and $477.00 in Spring 1976

based upon a population of 102 in Fall and 105 in Spring.

Program Irr,lementation 3ased on Prior Recommendations

The comments on tha ten recommendations stated in the Hedley

Report of SciJol Year 1974-75 were based n observations, inter-

views, conferences, and a stujy of the 1975-76 Project Proposal.

Recommendation #1: The supplementary services as available to
the schoois the previous year (1974-75) had been maintained.

Bud;.;etary limitations did not permit writing it in the Proposal.

Recommendation 42: Th children should not be br.Aight from 1on!7,
istances, over 20 minutes to a half hur to the Carnival.

Limitini- the distnnce allowable for children to come to the
Art Carnival had been rejcted. The restriction would deprive
potential participants beyond a 20 mile commutation time from
tho benefits of a Title I program to which they w,re 1e,a11y ntitled..

Recomendations 03 and #4: More 1irfir work 11.th the schools should
be done. Culminr.ting activities should receive more attention.

pu'olic relations, brochure printing, Laid program
activities Leyond those enF,aged in luring the previous year were
n.-)t possible under the 1975-76 personnel and budgetary limitations.

::ecommendation e5: The Prescriptive Reading Inventory is a long
and cumbersome test.

The replacement of the 27 pa5;e McGraw-Hill-Prescriptive Reading
inventory as a dia;inostic instrument hnd been rejected because the
staff felt that the PRI had the best diagnostic capability for the
read:,.ag problems encountered among the participating tarc;et populatior,

the Stanford Diagnostic Test fails tn placestudents for maximum
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validity and the Pope Inventory lacks comprehensive objective
coverage.

Recommendation #6: More parent participation should be encouraged.
Since the Parent Advisory Council requires that members be

parents of participating children, parents had been encouraged
to become actively involved. Beyond this, it can only be said
that the daytime activities of parents can not be coerced.

Recommendation #7: The call for longer teaching sessions with
one less public school tutorial session, had been rejected.in,
terms of the limitation of the childrePts attention span and
the importance of the tutorial assistance. However, the recom-
mendation had been partially implemented by extending the instruc-
tional cycle from 12 to 18 week sessions.

Recommendation #8: The coil for an 1,,:-1;7:r oc,d of teaching to
help meet the evaluation deadline Eai .1,c1 implemented. The
-,ost testing date had beet ). schedule for mid-May 1976,

Recommendation #9: Supplies should be more abzndant: and a greater
variety of materials should be used.

Budgetary limitations had caused rejection of the call for
the enrichmant of materials at nreAter expense. In fact, the
Program had come to rely heavily on donations from publishing
companies, art museums, and donatio7c of art ar-71 other matcriolq.

Recommendatioa #10: The preceding year's call for extendini, the
Program upwards to the 5th graders (age 11 or more) had been
iT1,71emcnted in Sprinz 1976.

IV SITrn. 07 MAJOR FII,DINGS, CONCL:1 tON, AND Fd.CMMENDATIONS

There was unanimous endorsement of the ProgrelD from the
!

ad'%inistrators, teachers, saff, and school Tl_xsonnel. TeEt

results indicate that more than 73% of the pupils mastered

1re than three instructional objectiVes; that 85% of the 34

Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils mastered 3 to 10 objectives, that 80Z

ol7 the 52 Grade 4, rall 1975 pupils mastered 3 to 10 objectives,
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that 967, of the 24 Grades 2 and 3, Spring 1976 pupils mastered

3 to 11 objectives, and that 97% of 73 Grades 4 and 5 pupils

mastered 3 to 10 objectives. The test results also indicate that

69% of the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils that 64% of the 62

Grade 4, Fall 1975 pupils, that 67% of 24 Grades 2 and 3, Spring

1976 pupils and that 83% of the 73 GT-ades 4 and 5, 1976 Spring

pupils had achieved 70% to 109Z mastery of .objectives.

It can be condluded that the Proram was able to achieve

its objective.

np t of r;le fi.ndings, it is recommended tlint:

1. The program he recycled and expan..!ed for the school year

1976-77.

2. Provision be made for encouragin library resources and

instructional materials support from donors in view of

budgetary limitations.

3. Ihe 'voluntary" services of the Pcycho-educational Team be

requested and made continually avaiiahle to participating

pupils with special problu-:::.

4. A 1lobile Art Carnival arul/or a District Mini-:.rt Carnival

be considered in fortheoming proposals to allow for parti-

cipation of ail 32 Title I school districts.

5. The modific-Aion of the use of the PRI (The Red Book, Level A

for T4rades 1 to 3, contains 123 items covering 22 reading

oiectives and the Green Book, Level B for grades 4 to 6,

contains 153 itcms covering 32 reae.ing objectives are
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administered from 4 to 6 sessions for a total of 3 1/2 to 4 hours)

be considered within the franework of the inclusion of items

exploring basic phonic and comprehension skills and the exclusion

of other items.

6. The SED objectives be -reviewed, modified, and revised by
e::panding the categories on basic phonic and comprehensive
skills to allow for diagnosti,-; specificity of the criter/on-
referenced McGraw Hill: Prescriptive Reading Inventory,

7. .The MIR Table 13 be reviewed to allow for modffication of
criterion-referenced test data entry that wo,Ad indicate
parameters (extra columns) in assessing effectiveness of
individualized instruction; i.e.; students who fail in the
pre-test may reveive or may not receive instruction to
achieve mastery due to staff and/or time limitations.

8. Sixth gradepupils be given an opportunity to be involved in
the expressive art-oriented readirg program.

9. The excellent staff-prepared teaching materials be made
available to the cooperating teachers who assist in
reinforcing the development of reading skills in the
classroom and who travel with the children to the Art Carnival,

10. Zhe program be submitted for Validation for state end. n%tional
dissemination under Titl21V-Cat the Offiezs of "Programs That
Work" at Albany, New York and Washingtcn, D.C.

11. The nrograr was desj.gned to cerve 30 childran at any one time
in the work:,;hopG. Currently the program is servin7, 35 students.
If possible, within current hudr,etary restraints, the progran
wor:.shops should serve ,Iniy 30 children r!t one tine.

23



Title I: B/E Function 1109-69635

APPENDIX A

PROGRAM ABSTnACT

The Childrens' Art Carnival Creative Reading Program, a motivationnl

program through the medium of art which was on its second year of Title I

funding in 1975-76, was designed to service 210 Title I eligible

children in grades 2 to 5 who were at least one grade below in reading.

The Program was offered in two independent 18 week sessions, each servicing

three groups of approximately 35 children from six particirvAing schools;

P.S.98M,P.S.161M,P.S.126BX, in Fall 1975 and P.S.8BK,P.S.132M,and P.S.161M

in Spring 1976. The children attended workshos at the Art Carnival for

one hour on Tuesdays and Thursdays and received 45 minutes of reeling

instruction from the reading specialists 7t the school site on two cther

days of th.. week. The basic goal of the Program was to help the children

achieve mastery of selected instructional objectives based on indivilually

diagnosed rea:Iin7, needs, which they failed prior to instruction, as

measured by a battery of criterion-referenced tests, the McGraw Hill:

Prescriptive Reading Inventory.

As a result of participation in the Progrnn, 35Z of Grade 3 and 81%

of Grade 4, Fall 1975 and 96% of Grades 2. :a[m.1 )7% of Grades L&5, Spring

1976 participating children mastered from 3 to 10 ?RI objectives. Sixty-

nin percent(69Z) of Grade 3,64% of Grade 4,677of Grades 2&3,and 83% of

Grades 4&5 participating pupils achieved 70% to 10O% mastery of instru

tional objectives. The Program was carried out as descrThed in the Progrm

Proposal. There was unanimous endorsement of the Program from administrat-

ion, teachers, staff, and collaborative personn 1.It is recommended tht

the Program be recycled,expanded,and submitted for validation for state

and national dissemination under Title "Programs that Work" at

Albany,New York and WashingtonDD.C. for the following school year.
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OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LOSS FORM FALL 1975.

(attach to NARRATIVE) Function #09-69635

In this table enter all Data Loss information, Between the MIR and this form, all participants in

each activity must be accounted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of the MIR

should be used here so that the two tables match, See definftions below tabl.] for further instructions.

(1) (2) (3) (4), (5) (6)

Component Activity Croup Test Total Number Participants Reasons y Students Were Num-

Code Code T.D, Used N Tested/ t Tested/ ":ot Tested, Or IF Tested, ber

halyzed P.nalvzel Were Not i.alyzed

PRI emotionally unable to

6 ; 0 8 1 4 0 0 7 2 0 Grade 4 McGraw 70 62 8 ll: p:qt::ipate in program

1 Hill left program be:ore

3 1,-st-1-,est-tn - moved

Creen Saius languaa problem

i 1 N,E,r,uved to TlIngual class 1
,

! 1

1
'ieV.ilt.

6

PRI

0 0 7 2 0 Grade 3 McCraw 35 34

Hill

Red

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (.g grade 31 grade 9), Where seral grades

are combined, enter the last two digits ci the component code.

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-701 SDAT-74, Eoughton MiffEn (IPMS Level 1 etc.)

(3) Number of participants in the activity.

(4) Number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations,

(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyze,

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, If any farther documentation it,

available, please attach to this form, If further space is needed to ',Apla!n data loss,

attach additional pages to this form.

(7) For each reason specified, provide separate number coUnt,

Moved-left progam before 1

Pist-testing



APPENDIX C

OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LOSS FOPM.SPRTM 1976

(attach to NARRATIVE) Function # 09-69635

In this table enter
all Data Loss information. Between the MIR and this form, all participants in each

activity must be
accounted for, The component and activity codes used in completion of the MIR shou!d be

used here so that the two tables match, Sze definitions below table for further instructions,

Component

Code

(1) (2) ! (3) (4) (5) (6)

Activity. Group Test Total Number Participants Reasons Why Students Were Number

A Code i I,D, Used N lested/ Not Testd/ Not Testrri, Or If Testa,.
i

Analyzed Analyzed Vae Not Aualyzed

N 7 '

6 0 8 1 4 0 0

PRI

7 2 0 :Grades !McGraw

4 & 5 'Hill

:Green

PRI

73 9 iCame latr ilto pogram- 3

' no time furpsttest

,Truent

a-English

severe lanpage problem. 1

6' 0 8 1 3. 0 0 7 2 0 Grades :McGraw: 25 ; 24 ; 1 4 r,oved before Post-testing 1

2 SI 3

"Red

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g,,grade 31 grade 9), Where several grades are

combined enter the last two digits of the component code.

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70,SDAT-74, Houghton
Mifflin (IPMS) Level 1 etc.

(3) Number of participants in the activity,

(4) Number of participants included
in the pre and posttest calculations.

(5) Number and percent of
participants not tested and/st not analyzed.

(6) Specify all reasons why
students were not tested

and/or analyzed. If any further Jocumentation is

available, please attach to this form, If further space is needed to s7:ecify and explain data loss,

attach additional pages to this form.

(7) L'or each reason specified,
provide a separate number count,

n 9
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THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

Bureau nf Urban and Community Programs Evaluation
Albany, New York 12234
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'TITLE I: B/E Function #09-69635

PROGRAM ABSTRACT

The Childrens' Art Carnival CreatTve Reading Program, a motivational

program through the medium of art which was on its second year of Title I

funding in 1975-76, was designed to service 210 Title I eligible children

in grades 2 to 5 who were at least one grade below in reading. The Program

was offered in two independent 18 week sessions, each servicing three

groups of approximately 35 children from six narticipating schools; P.S.981,

P.S.161M, and P.S.126BX in Fall 1975 and P.S.8BIC,4-P.S.132M, and P.S.161M

in Spring 1976. The children attended workshops at the Art Carnival for

one hour on Tuesdays and Thursdays and received 45 minutes of reading

instruction from the reading specialists at the school site on two other

days Of the week. The basic goal of the Program was to help the children

achieve mastery of selected instructional objectives based on individuany

diagnosed reading needs, which they failed prior to instruction, as

measured by a battery of criterion-referenced tests, the McGraw Hill:

Prescriptive Reading Inventory.

As a result cf participation in the Program, 35% of Grade 3 and
ie

of Grade 4, Fell 1975; and 96% of Grades 2 & 3 and 97%'of Grades 4 & 5,

Spring 1976 participating children mastered from 3 to 10 PRI objectivas.

peraent(69Z) of Grade 3, 64% of Grade 4, 67% of Grades 2 & 3,

n.rd 83% of Grads 4 & 5 participating pupils achieved 70% to 1007. :aastery

cf instructicnal objectives. The Program was carried out as-described in

Llhe Program Proposal. There was unanimous endorsement of the Propraal from

a'f,ainistration, teachers, staff, and collaborative personnel. It is

recommended that the Program be recycled, expanded, and submitted for

validation for state and national dissemination under Title 117C,"Prr:4:!ra:as

that Work" at Albany, New York nnd Vashinatoe DC for thk2 following sc71nol

year.



Code

2101-

2102
2103
2104
2105
2106
2107
2108
2109
2110

2201
2212
2203
2204
2205
2206
2907
2208

N.Y, STATE EDUCATIOr DEPARTMENT

CLASSIFICATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MASTERY
IN READIM

1.7or Use on Table 13

Instructional Objective

PHONETIC ANALYSIS
Letter Recognition
Initial Consonants
Medial Consonants
Final Consonants and Blends
Consonant Blends
Vnwels: Single Letters
Vowels: More than one Letter
Consonant Digraph
Silent Consonants, Herds and Soft C & G
Rhyming Words

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS
Compoun1 Words
Contractions.
Endings
Prefixes, Suffixes, Affixes
Syllables
Prepositions, MI-rases

Sentence Structure
Punctuation

VOCABULARY
2301 Antonyms
2302 Pomographs
2303 Homonyms
2304 Synonyms
2305 Vor'! Meaning
9206

H,L,:lroryms

2401
202
7'iO3

.:404

nO5

2407

2408
2409
2410
2411
2419
2413

24n

COMPREUENSTON
F.Intasy ;rid Reality

Classifying
Inforences, C-Alse or Effect
Fae- and Details
Follc,ing Directions
Main Ideas
Picture Clues
Drawing Conclusions
Sequcnce
Literary Forms
Author's Purpose and Techniques
Setting and Character Analysis
Fipures of Speech, Idioms, Colloquialisms,etc.

Comprisons,,'Iminf:ics,Similes,'4etap1Iorsiotc.

3 6



13, Criterion Refo:enced Tst (caT) Results.

In the table below, enter the requested information about criterion referenced test rrsalts

used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in readin:; and mathematics; particularly for those

of less than 60 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery codes aF,ended to this form

for those skills which the program attempted to improve, Plene provide data for each test

used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary,

Grade 3 - Fail 1975 (N.34)

Component

Code

Instruc-

tional

Mastery

Code

l'ntest

1No , of Puai:::

Publisher Level ;

.12as

Posttest

of No.,OZ

Irupils Pupils

From From

:

6 0 i 3 ! 1 3 L 0 0
H t

i

2 1! 01.2 114cGrair Ilill:_pn IA-Red

it

n

LS
I

;

10.,.....L.
i

1

,

9

1

P;:in Failin?,

7 2

3

7

6 0 0 1 3 0 0

! I

2 a " If 11

6

!

0 3 , 1 3 0 0

1

II 11 n

6 0 0 1 3 o o 2
;

i tl n 11 n 11 73

1

0 ; 5

,6 0 3 lj 3

3

0 ..L.2..LniL!_.

0 0

n 12 22

!

'It r,
c )

6 08,1 i

- : If it u u 22 12

,.4

3
9

6

;

! ;

031. 3!!Dlo
! !I

1

! II II if fl n 6 r, 1

. I

6 0 9 1' 3 '0 ,0
! " " " " 7 27

12

37



13. Criterion 'Aeferenced Test (CRT) Results,

In the table below, enter the
requested information about criterion referenced test results

used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in reading and matha2lics; particularly for those
of less than 60 hours duration, Use

the Instructional Mastery codes ;:opended to this form

for those skills which the program attempted to improve, Plase provide data for each test
used and each level tested. Use additional sheets if necessary,

Component

Code

Instruc-

tional

Mastery

Code

Grade 3 - Fall 1975 (continTA
'WOW MOW

A041211.41

Publisher

Prqest Pc-!-fest

No. of Prils o): No, of

Level Pasaing ; Failing Pupils

from

N. (?).

lasqinc-

loMcGraw A-Red

Pupils

crom

3 9

12

14

1.1,MA44.



13, Criteri,..1 RLio7euad Tcst (CAT) Results.

In th2 taHe below, enter the recit iu:crmation about criterion referenced t,...!?!: recaln

used to evaluate the.effectiveness of programs in teadingand. mathematics;-particularly for those

of less than 60 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery Codes apended to this fczii

for those skills which the prog1:71 attevq2d to improve, Please privide e.ata for each test

used and each level tested. Use additl6nai si,-;ets if raossary.

Grade 4 - Fall 1975 (N.62)

6

Component

Code

Instruc-

tional

Mastery

Code

0

6 0

8 1 4 0 0 2 1 22. 1

1 4
00210

6

6 0

8

8

1

1 4

6

6

0

0

6

6

0

8 1

0 0213

0 0

%VI

2

4

2.1 1 0 6

0 2 1 0 7

6 1 IC 14 0 0, 2 3 0

41

Publil:her Level

c"Crr,..i 111.11T1 Crr,

TI U it II

II II II It

II II II IT

It II II

II II

"NNW

II II

II II II II

II

iT

It

U

II

II

TI

It

If

11011.1.

~N - wo,
yo, of

1

Pupils

Passing ;Failing from

28

(2)

34

No, of

PupUs

from

Col, (2)

1

13-4-

19

24

21

42



13, Criterica Referenced 'lest (CRT) Results.

In the tane below, ent.,:r the reque:Aed informaticu about criterion referenced tost result

used to evaluate the effectiveness of i=grams in re2Eng and mathematics; particularly for those

of less than 60 hours duration. Use the I,..!70ctl.oral Nastery codes appended to this f,rm

for those skills which the prA ..red to il7T9, Please provide data for each test

used and each level tested. Use additir.:..1 if neceLsary.

Crade 4 - Fall 1975 (csnled)

Instruc-

Component tional Publisher Level

Code Masteq

1

,

6 0

1

1 4

6 0 3 1 4 0

0 G 4 0

6 0 1 ,4 0

0 3_1.4 0

0 8 4

n ,

.6

0 2 3

0 2 n

0 2

f

r,

,2.

If

If

If
rt

4
II

0 1, " II M

n A 1

villcs, 4

6 0 oj 14 0 0 ' 2 4 1 2

................:..............
0
i

1

II i

n

1

"
if

Wwwwelasoinza........

I

4..No. of

Pupils

From

col, (2)

No, of

Polls

From

Co1., (2)

Nling

_

42

20
42 27

8
54 8 46

0 39
;

41 15 26

57 9

!

1....

17
L.

40 0 40,

1.

12 59
0

5 57 :0

19
1 : 42

4 4



13. Criterion Refc:-..J

In the talc;
71 CrIt cr4*-7ion refer:accd test

results used to oialu,.2. .

in aa mathematics;

particularly for those of less tiI.d 60 hcurs Lration. Use the Instructional Mastery

codes appended to: this form for t1,7e skills which t'!e prcgram
atterpted to improve.

Please provide data for eacii test ue.: and c1i levd tested. Use additinal sheets

if necessary.

Component

Code ; Mutely

; Cod:.

6

45

P.

I

0

from

Cci.1 (2) 'Col, (2)

6

1

1

".

'1

'

2

2

11

vs.

I
ri

9 9

.1

0

..101 ,

II
1; 6

11

5
r. 5

ff 11 It If

F
:I 7

13 4

If It

,10 14 6

It It
.

9

4.

It It 1'

10 _if 7 7

46



t

13, Criteribn Referenced Test (CRT) Results. 4

In the table below, enter the requestr- erP.ericl.

used to evaluate the effectiveness of . lr

those of less than 60 hours duration, U.

for those skills which the progam

used and each level tested, Use additional si.to if recssary.

=1

Component

Code

referenced tr.Ist rsults

frr,

;.Jies pytd to tD:s.form

pro-viL chlta for each test.

ilL rade 2 apd 1914 (-.entin')

.1 Instruc-
'

1 tional

Mastery
1 Pubhshzr

Ci,de

1 1

1:.o
6 0 13 1 1 3 0 0 2 4 0 H. .--

;

I

6 0 '0
2 4

6

6 0

7

1 ,3 0

II

I' 11

.41 =woe

I.
,

ro:n

t. Co. (2)

c. 1/.1

" :.
1 21 15

11
11

, 19
do. 6.0..

ic

9

5

7 17 8

10

4

9

9

4

,

4 8



13. Critericn Referenced Test (CIT) Results.

In the table below, uter the requested information about criterion referenced tesi: results

used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in reading and mathematics;. particularly for thosa

of less than 60 hours duration. Use the Instructional Mastery cOdes appended tothis'form

for those skills which the program attempted to improve, Please provide ,:lata for each test

used and each level tested. Use additional sheets if necessary.

Component

Code

Instruc-

tional

Mastery

Code

Grades 4 and 5 ..Spri.c.g 197() (P73)

I

N of..214111L_ No. of 'Uo. of

Publisher Level Pupils Pcpils

Passing Failins from from

Col. (2) Col. (2)

0 8 1' 4 0 0 2 1 0 McGraw H1ll:1R B-Creai 41
.......,......

32

28

2.) 3

25 ,!3

25 3

2() 9

i' 11
...1arYieMI......

IIMINIMAOMINS IN=NIMMI. woe." 1.,40101.0 111, 1,Iva

23

7



13, Crit,,i .on :fuenc; lest 7T) il

in th ! table bAo-4. enter ;:he -equested infointio7 abut -,rtter:.on r.?fe:ei .
used to evaluate thu effectiveness of programs in ...v,ding and maJlema.

o les$ than 60 hour: durLdon, Use i..lie instructional Makary codes appellee cc thLs .,rm

for those skills which the program attempted to improve. Please P)rcv le iat7 arch !:e

used and each level tested. Use addttional sheets if necessary.

Component

:.)de

GlaLs 4 and 5 -Spring
1 r ...Mr% 'MP

... te 'ILA. n I

Zryt......
1 P.mils

Conal

1Mastery

Code

3

evel from

;Col, (2) Col, '1

Passing Falling : frm

.
2.) JPassiall hilt"

1

0 'r:1.12Gryill Pia B-Grx, 57
wINIE. ,111.11. wpm,

6 ()

6

51

L., .21. ..+IL 6

" ..

3 '4 c,

Is It

4 L"
II 21

s II I I ff,g I

4 Ini,14..

11 =11111LIISL 9L.1: 1
11

ir,

f I

.2.. , 2
I I

maw.

33

11



13, Criterion Referenced Test (CRT) Results.

In the table be12Q, enter the requested information about criterion ieferenced test results

used to evaluate tie effectiveness of.programs in reading andmmathevdcs; particularly for those

of less than 60 hoirs duration. Use the Instructional Mastery codas apponded to this iorm

for those sails which the program attempted to improvo, Phase pr.wie data for each te:

used and each level tested. Use additional sheets if necessary.

Grade 5 - Spring 1976 (contlItu,-,71)

Component

Code

Inatruc-

tional

Mastery

Cde

! Pretest Posttest

Publisher Level

No, of Pupils No. of No. of

Passing Failini! Puills

From

Col, (2)

Passiv,

Pupils

From

Col, (2)

Failing1) (2)

6 0 8 1 4 9 0 2 14 0 1 Melraw Hil1:PR1 C-Blue 0 1 0

6 9 I III 4 0 0 2 4 0 4 "

6 9 8 1 4 0 0 4 0 6 " " "
II

0
r

I

'., 0

1-

'1 4 0 0 L 0 0
ti il n 11

c
......-

6 0 8 1 4 0 0 2 4 1 1 " " "
n

0 1
r

. 4 0 0 2 1 2 " " "
11

1
1

D


